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IL VILLAGE LAND 

In Lacchipur i 


of the 


(35.04 per centf were marginal 



























































Note ; Figures in the bracket are percentage. The total may not add upto hundred. 
Source: Field Survey. 
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Table 2.7 (contd...) 

gafemig Pistriteitioa of Resident and Woa-Resident Popiilatlon fComliinedI 


Sex 

Land Group f Aaes| 

Resident 

Non- 

Resident 




(>0-<=1} 





Small Holcing 


mmyrnym 



Male 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

293(25.63! 

94|32.4!| 

387(20.02) 

Medium Holding 

(>4_<zi0) 

297(25.98! 

43114.821' 



Large Hdcing 

(>10) 

. 83(07.26! 

16|05.5!| 

99(06.901 


Total 

!143|1CM).0| 

290fl00.0| 

14331 100.01 


Marginal Holding 

{>0— <=1) 





Small Holcing 

(>1_<=2) 

mmm%m 

msmm 

wdiiMmm 

Female 

Semi-Medium Holcing (>2— <=4) 



329(26.441 

Medium Holding 

(>4— <=10) 

249(23.491 

!7f09.23| 



mmmwm 


67(06.32} 

8f04.34| 

msmsmm 

! 

Total 

10601100.0} 

I84| 100.01 

12441 100.01 


Source: Field Survey. 

As far as the gender Is concerned almost 20 per cent of the males are non- 


residents while only 15 per cent of the women are non-residents. This goes to show 
the less mobility of women as compared to men in rural areas. Further in case of males 
the maniffliiii non-residents belonged to the small landholders categoiy while for 
women the maximum non-resideats belonged to the semi-medium category. 


Vlli. EDUCATION 

For the Upper Caste males in the village Lacchipur maximiiro. miinber of 35 (43.75 
per oenti number of children were going to school from class 0-9. The semi-medium 
land-holders had mamnum number of school going children. About 12.5 per <»nt of 
the males were graduates and of the total 12 per ant had done their high school. The 
graduates betonged to only the semi-medium and large landholding category. With only 
one IMterate person in the sample, the picture of education for the upper castes is quite 
good. 














































































































Education 


Upper 

Ca^e 


School Going Children (Class 0-9) 


High School 


Higher Secondary 


e 


First Year Degree Course 


Graduate 


More than Graduate 


c. 


Literate but no formal education 


Children Below 6 year 


9 


7 


3 1 


2 


2 2 


5 13 




School Going Children (Class 0-9) 


High School 


igher Secondary 


e 


Second Year D^ree Course 


Graduate 


More than Graduate 


Technical Training 


Engineer/Doctor, etc. 


Literate but no formal edication 


Children Below 6 years 


OBC Illiterate 

School Going Children (Class 0-9) 
High School 
Higher Secondary 


6 

9 

36 

51 

5 

12 


3 


2 I 13 


2 


6 I 56 


6 


2 25 


Graduate 

Children Below 6 y^rs 













































































































































































Kalyanpur Female Upper Mtemte 

School Going Children (Class 0-9) 

High School 

Higher Secondary 

Intermediate 

Graduate 

Literate but no formal education 
Children Below 6 years 


SC/ST 


School Going Children (Class 0-9) 

High School 

Higher Secondary 

Intermediate 

First Year Degree Course 

Graduate 

More than Graduate 
Children Below 6 years 


School Going Chilcfren (Class 0-9) 
High School 


Second Year Degree Course 
Literate but no formal education 
Children Below 6 years 







13 


26 7 


2 


23 I 36 


45 58 


9 9 


19 12 





3 12 



5 109 


5 31 


5 


32 


2 6 

































































































Among me upper caste females of LaccMpur, half (47. S per cent) were school 
going from class 0-9. Among these children most belonged to small and medium 
landholders. Less than 6 per cent of the girls were illiterates. Among the SC/ST women 
a little less than half (44 per cent) were illiterate and almost 34 per cent were school 
going from classes 0-9. Among the OBC women a little less than half (43 per cent) 
were illiterate and more than 30 per cent were children in classes 0-9. The illiterates 
belonged mostly to the small landholding class. 

Among the upper caste women of Kaiyanpur a httle less than 24 per cent were 
illiterate and almost half (48 per cent) were going to school 

Among the SC/ST women one-fourth were illiterate and almost 40 per cent were 
going to school The illiterates belonged to mostly small and medium landholding 
categories. Among the school going children the maximum belonged to the people with 
semi-medium and medium landholdings. 

Among the OBC women 37 per cent were illiterates and almost 40 per cent were 
attending classes 0-9. 

IX. CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS 

For constraints of time, we have taken only two villages in Malwa block of Hardoi 
district for intensive study v\dth the help of two questionnaires as also through case 
studies, interviews, group meetings, etc. 

Social and economic structures of these two villages that have emerged out of 


these are as the following; 












































































































* Note : Others include : (a) No Ration Card; (b) No Money, etc. 
Source; Field Survey. 


Reasons for not purchasing from the ration shop are grouped as follows: 

Do not get the commodities regularly. About 61 per cent of our respondents 
expressed their sentiments this way in Lacchipur. This includes people from aU 
classes. In Kalyanpur this percentage is 76 per cent and again includes members 
of every category. 

ts pointed out that the ration is not available 



















































d Size G 


Poverty 


Landless 

(0.00) 

1(3.3) 

Marginal Holding 

(>0 — '<=1) 

3(10.0) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

■BB| 

Semi- Medium Hoiding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holding 

(>4_<=10) 

9(30.0) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 

1(3.3) 


Landless 


g (>(>-<= 1) 


Small Holding (>1— <=2) 


Semi-Medium Hoiding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Hoiding (>4 — <=10) 


Large Holding (>10) 


3(10.3) 


6(17.2) 


11(37.9) 


7(24.1) 


3(10.3) 


29 


5(15.6) 


15(46.8) 


8(25.0) 


3(9.3) 


1(3.1) 


32 


2(5.8) 


2 ( 6 . 8 ) 


18(52.9) 


12(35.2) 


1 ( 1 . 6 ) 


8(12.3) 


22(35.4) 


7 

2(19.3 


2(3.2) 


23(36.5) 


23(36.5) 


7(11.2) 


3(4.7) 

















































ons 0 


BPL categories provoked diverse response, which we mention below (The figures in the 


The people who have got land enough have got BPL card (No. : 6, Average land ; 
6.05 Acres; Caste : OBC). 

One among those who got an Antyodaya Card who had 5 beghas of land. The 
complain is that the Panchayat Secretary ask for Rs.SCXX) and only then allot a 
house ( Mo.: 1 1; Average land : 0.5 acre; Caste : SC/ST and OBC). 

In spite of being landless, the APL Card has been given to them (Mo. : 6, Average 
Land ; 0.01 Acre, Caste : SC/ST). 

The poorest household in Kaiyanpur has not given APL Card.' (The respondent is 
landless. He and his wife ailing). 

One family in the same village has Antyodaya Card, but not given wheat and rice 
on time. 












Source : Field Survey. 


Almost all categories have taken their necessities from the ration shop, though 
the small landowners {31 per cent) and semi-medium (28 per cent) are the dominant 
takers. The poor landless and marginals have bought mainly rice as also wheat and 
kerosene. The large landowners and the medium ones have bought mainly kerosene, 
which are sold at much cheaper price in these shops. 
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lAWAHAR RQZGAR YQjANA. ETC. 

L INTRODUCTiOM 

Under this subset of our survey we include the following; 

(a) Indira Aawas Yojana, 

(b) Jawahar Gram Samridhi Yojana. 

(c) Employment Assurance Scheme, 

(d) Pradhan Mantri Gramodaya Yojana (Gram Aawas), 

(e) Amhedkar Vishesh Rozgar Yojana (AVRY); 

(f) Rozgar Chatri Yojana. 

In effect the study covers almost all the special employment creating programmes 
and related group-targeted programmes that are being carried on by the Rural 
Employment and Rural Development Departments of the Government. Most of these 
progranmies began in mid-eighties onwards and were later underwent changes in 
scope and importance. 

!1. VILLAGE PERCEPTION 

The field visits show that some work has done in both these two villages under 
one or the other of these project. 'Kharanjas' has been laid; the mud has been put on, 
the Aanganwadis are there in Kalyanpur. The schools are there in both the villages and 
have their appointed teachers. 

But the villagers are not satisfied. They have general (often vague) idea of the 
project that came in their villages, their scope, who actually benefited and who have 
not and why and how. 


BUI tney lacK specmc weas aDoui diirerent projects, ilielr target groups, scope, 
etc. Whenever we asked them specifically, individually and/or in group about the 
specific employment generating projects, their opinion was impressionistic and not 
accurate. 

A large majority of them said that they do not have definite idea of the project. 
This is particularly so in the Kalyanpur. Some used the term "Pradhan's Project" to 
specify a project because the project has been implemented by him. Others referred the 
project as JRY project and Block's Project. In fact the JRY was the most referred term by 
everywhere and by everybody in these two villages (Table 3.6). 

Table 3.6: 



Pradhan’s 

Project 


4(6.5) 


Total 


62(100.0) 


63(100.0) 


.6 

] 

m 

3.2 


34(54.8) 7(11.3) 17(27.4) 


53(85.1) - 10(16.3) 


Note ; Figures in the bracket are percentages. 
Source: Field Survey. 


Most of them could not precisely say when the project started and how long they 
worked in it. Some mentioned generally that these projects usually continue for 10-15 
days to 21-30 days. Some even mentioned one year as the period of work. 

The SC/ST and also OBC knows that these programmes are meant for them and 
that the benefits do not reach them. But they frequently lack precise idea about the 
scope, benefits, etc. of these programmes. 
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Harisli Cliaiid (Caste ; OBC, Land 0.41 Acre) ; "If the zamindar knows I have 

talked to you, he will debar me from working in his field". 

[Note ; He worked as labourer in laying bricks on the road but not paid by the village landlord, who 
is also the contractor] 

Ramcsliaisdra : "The zamindar has asked me not to talk to you." 

[Note ; Like Harish Chand, he too is depended on the village landlords for jd)s, etc.] 


Mahaveer (Caste : OBC, Land ; 1.55 Acres) : His son was employed by the 
zamindar/contractor to lay mud over the village road but was not paid (Mahaveer 
refused to talk to us), 

Ravindar (Caste : OBC, Land 0.03 Acre) : "1 worked in the road laying work done 

by Kailash - a landowner/contractor, but I am not paid". 

[Note ; Ravinder refused to talk to us in the village. Later he gave us this information in the local 
market] 


Such instances are regular feature in our survey in both the villages. About 50 to 
60 per cent of our respondents refused to give us any information about the wages paid, 
when paid, whether paid partiaEy or payment withheld (See Table 3.7). 


As regards the wage rates paid, the amount varied from Rs.30 per day to Rs.50 
per day. On the question of "when paid", about 10 per cent of the respondents said 



Wages 

Paid 


Landess 

( 0 . 0 ) 



Land Holding Size (Owned ; Aaes) 


Small Semi-f\/tediupn Medium 
Holding Holding Holding 
(>1— <=2) (>2-<=4) (>4-<=10) 



32(23.9) 

( 100 . 0 ) 




a 


Daily 00 


00 


After Work 00 


10(28.5) 

(25.0) 


2(35.3 

(25.0) 


42(31.3) 

(55.2) 

31(23.1) 

(55.3) 

17(12.6) 

(100.0) 

12(52.1) 

(15.7) 

00 

00 

12(34.2) 

(15.7) 

13(37.1) 

(23.2) 

00 

j 

10(28.5) 

(13.1) 

12(35.3) 

(21.4) 

1 

00 



76 


5 



10(15.1) 

(71.4) 


Partially 



9(46.0) 

(29.0) 


6(24.2 

(34.7) 








23(100.0) 

(10.4) 


35(100.0) 

(15.3) 


34(100.0) 

(15.0) 



17(16.4) 

(58.6) 

5(4.7) 

(100.0) 

12(18.1) 

(41.3) 

00 

00 

00 

i 


106(100.0) 

(55.2) 



No Ictea 


Yes 


No 


4(6.7) 

(80.0) 




1(1.8) 

( 20 . 0 ) 


21(38.9) 

(51.2) 


2(16.7) 

(2.9) 




18(27.2) 

( 100 . 0 ) 



11(20.3) 

(24.5) 


6(7.5) 

( 100 . 0 ) 





Note: 1. Figures in the bracket are percentage. 

2. The total respondents are more number of persons than our sample. 


66 ( 100 . 0 ) 

(55.0) 


2 ( 100.0 

(9.1) 





Source; Field Survey 
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programmes. 

We asked 125 villagers the question "who implements these programmes"? 
Their answer were the following; 

|aj Pradliaii : lumber of respondents were 70, i.e. 56 per cent. 

(b) ¥ilag@ Zammdar : lumber of respondents were 60, ie. 48 per cent of the total 
(cj Block Officials : lumber of respondents were 31, i.e. 24.8 per cent. 

(d) Gontracstor : lumber of respondents were 8, ie. 6.4 per cent. 

The Village Pradhan in Lacchipur is an upper caste, who is a substantial 
landowner. He is also contractor, who has links with local politicians and local bullies. 
The Pradhan in Kalyanpur is an OBC, who is also a local bullies. The private contractors 
in these two villages are local bullies and have acquiring land in these villages to 
become important agriculturists. These persons are usually in charge of implementing 
various programmes in these two villages vis-a-vis the landless and marginal - the 
intendent target of these project - who are helpless. 

!V. ABOUT INTEGRATED RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME 


i 

i 

i 


Regarding the Integrated Rural Development Programme (IRDP) 77.42 per cent of 
the sample in Lacchipur did not give any response, which actually means absence of 
the information and awareness about this IRDP projects by the villagers. Because of 
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iack of access to information the respondents were mostly not aware of the name of the 
project. Only a few of them were receiving information about the programme. Only 
11.29 per cent of the respondents Imew the name of the programme. While one 
respondent each knew about the Kisan Credit Card, Bhumi Vikas Yojana, 
Animal/Engine Loan and Fertilizer loan, only two (2) respondents knew of the Milk 
Dairy Programme (Table 3.8). 

Table 3.8 : Awareness of the People Land-wise fNoJ 
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In Kalyanpui the level of ignorance and unawareness was relatively lower with 
23.81 per cent of the respondents claiming knowledge of the IRDP programme. 
However, only one respondent each knew of the ^isron Credit Card. No respondent 
knew of any other programme (Table 3.8). 

The OBG respondents in both the villages had a higher level of awareness than 
any other caste. In Katyanpur, 30,3 per cent of the total OBG respondents knew of the 
IRDP and in Lacchipur 25.71 per cent of the OBCs knew of the ERDP, Kisan Credit Card, 
Bank Loan, Animal/Engine Loan, Milk Dairy and Fertilizer Loan. 

In Lacchipur 6.45 per cent of the total respondents came to know of the 
programme through the bank employees, 8.C^ per cent each came to know through the 
BDO and dealer while only one respondent was told of the scheme by the Pradhan. In 
Kalyanpur the Pradhan seemed more responsible with 22.2 per cent of the total 
respondents coming to know of the scheme through him and 4.76 per cent each 
knowing the scheme through bank employees and village/family members (Table 3.9). 

As far as the knowledge of the programme is concerned, as has already been 
pointed out, the OBG were better placed than other castes. In Kalyanpur most of the 
OBCs came to know of the programme through the Pradhan while in Lacchipur most of 
them came to know through the BDO and dealer. The SC/STs in Lacchipur came to 
know of the programme through the bank employees and dealer. 








Note : No Proper Ictea means lack of awareness about the Programme on the part of the respondents. 
Source: Field Survey. 


Our field enquiry shows that in Lacchipur one respondent each received Rs.5650, 
Rs.SCKDO, Rs.lCX)00 and Rs.30000 under the IRDP. Wo landless respondents received 
any loan. In Kalyanpur too, the landless respondents did not receive any loan. One 
respondent each received Rs.2000 and Rs. 56000 and two respondents each received 
Rs.4000 and Rs.6(XX). The OBC respondents in both the villages were the main 


ived different amounts of 



ous sc 
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In LaccMpur 91.94 per cent of the respondents did not know about the subsidy 
and therefore did not respond to the question. Only 3.23 per cent of the respondents 
availed of 33 per cent subsidy and 4.84 per cent availed of 50 per cent of subsidy. In 
Kalyanpur the level of knowledge about the subsidy was lower and 9.52 per c©nt of the 
respondents availed 33 per cent of the subsidy and 7.94 per cent availed of 50 per cent 
of the subsidy. In Lacchipur the SC/ST respondents (60 per cent of the total 
beneficiaries) were the main beneficiaries while in Kalyanpur the OBC (54.55 per cent 
of the total beneficiaries) were the main beneficiaries. 

About the dates of the project, the villagers were extremely vague. In Lacchipur 
6.45 per cent of the respondents applied for the loan between 1982-1995 and 9.68 per 
cent between 1996-2001. Two (2) landless respondents had also applied for the loan. 
In Kalyanpur, 20.63 per cent had applied for the loan between 1982-1995 and 12.7 
per c^nt between 1996-2001. The largest applicants were semi-medium landholders. 
In both the villages the OBC (70.0 per cent of the total applicants in Lacchipur and 
52.38 per cent in Kalyanpur) were the main applicants. 

In Lacchipur, interestingly no respondent applied for the loan to the Pradhan. 
8.06 per cent applied to the BEK), and 4.8 per cent each to the Bank Manager and 
dealer. This not a positive reflection of the people of this village for their Pradhan. In 
Kalyanpur 15.87 per cent applied to the BDO, 9.5 per cent to the Bank Manager and 7.9 
per cent to the Pradhan for the loan. In both the villages the maximum appUcants 
applied to the BDO for the loan (Table 3. 10). 

hi Lacchipur, only 27.3 per cent of the total beneficiaries received Ml payment of 
the loan, while majority 72.7 per cent did not receive full payment. Among those who 



Village 

Land Ste Group (Acres) 

o 

d 

QQ 

___ 

■MyTl 


Hg 

c 

SIS 

£ 

■o 

e 

a. 

Total 

Lacchipur 

Landless (0.(X)) 

- 

2 

- 

2 

- 

l—l 

Marginal Holding (>0— <=1} 

- 

- 

3 

5 

- 

8 

Small Holding (>1--<=2) 

2 

n 

- 

19 

- 

22 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

1 


- 

17 

- 

18 

Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 

1 

- 

- 

6 

- 

7 

Large Holding (>10) 

1 

- 

- 

2 

- 

3 

Total 

5 

(8.1) 


m 


-- 

B 

1 



■■ 


Bl 

HI 

n 

Marginal Holding (>0— <=1) 

1 

- 

- 

3 

1 

5 

Small Holding (>1— <=2) 

3 

■■ 

- 

19 

1 

24 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

5 

2 

- 

10 

2 

19 

Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 

1 

3 

- 

7 

1 

12 

Large Holding (>10) 

- 

- 

- 

2 

- 

2 

Total 

IIQIIl! 


-- 

42 

(66.7) 

5 

(7.9) 

■Bf 

QQ 


Source: Field Survey. 


received jfuli payment "were 2 landless respondents. In Kalyanpur, majority 85.7 per cent 
of the respondents who applied did not receive full payment and only 14.3 per cent 
received the full amount. Among those who received full payment were one medium 
landholder, to both the villages two OBC applicants received full payment (Table 3. 1 1). 

In both the villages, three respondents each received the loan between 1991- 
2CX)1. Among the respondents who got the loan between 1991-2001 the majdmum 
belonged to the OBC. 


In Lacchipur, among those who received partial payment 25 per cent each 
received appronmately between Rs. 400 1-8000, Rs.8(X)l-l(X)(X), Rs.l(X)01- 15000 and 










































Vlllaga 



Land Sfe® Group (Acres) 


Landless 


mam 


(>0— <=1) 



Landess 


Do you got full papient 


No Precis® 
Information 



Marginal Holding 

“1 j 

Small Holding 

{>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding {>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4— <=10) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 



Small Holding (>l-~ <=2) 

19 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

17 

Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 

6 

Large Holding (>10) 

2 
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Rs.lS00l-24(X)0. In iCaJyanpur, among those who received partial payment 16.7 per 




Landless 


Marginal Holding (>o— <=i) 


Small Holding (>l-<=2) 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 


g (>10) 
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In LacMiipur among those who gave commission, 20 per cent gave for a pumpset, 
50 per cent for a buffalo and 30 per cent for others. Marginal and small landholders 
comprised 60 per cent of those who gave commission for these assets. In Kalyanpur, 
9.5 per cent of the total gave commission for pumpset, 53.4 per cent gave for buffalo 
and 38.1 per cent gave for others. 66.7 per cent of the total people who gave 
commission were small and semi-medium landholders (Table 3. 13). In both the villages 
a large number of OBC respondents gave commission for getting buffaloes. Among those 
who received assets in Lacchipur 70 per cent received them between 1996-2002 and 
30 per cent got them between 1982-1995. In Kalyanpur, however, only 33.3 per cent 
of the beneficiaries got the asset between 1996-2002, while 66.7 per cent had already 
got the asset between 1982-1995 (The dates in this case too were tentative). 


Table 3. 13 : 





Landless 

(0,00) 

3 

Marginal Holding 

(>0-<=1) 

5 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

19 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

17 

Medium Holding 

(>4-<=10) 

6 

Large Holding 

(>10) 

2 


lyanp 


Marginal Holding (>0— <=1) 


Small Holding (>1— <=2) 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 


Large Holding (>10) 




Note : Others = Tractors. Loud Speakers, Fertilizers, Jeeps, Bullock carts, etc. 
Source; Field Survey, 
















































Kalyanpur. A majority of OBC beneficiaries still possess the assets they received in both 
the villages. In Lacchipur 58.3 per cent of the total who got the loan said they had 
returned it while the remaining 41.7 per cent had not yet returned the loan. Among 
those who returned the loan were landless marginal and small landholders belonging to 
the SC/ST and OBC categories (Table 3.14). In Kalyanpur, 90 per cent of the total 


6 respondents had paid back between Rs.700-40(X), while 3 each had paid back 
between Rs.4001- 10000, Rs.lCXDOl- 15000 and Rs. 15000- 100000. Those who had 
paid back major amounts of money belonged mainly to the OBC category. AH those who 
had paid back the loan in Lacchipur had done so recently between 1996-2002. In 


Kalyanpur majority (68.75 per cent) had paid back the loan between 1996-2002 and 


upper castes and SC/ST beneficiaries in Kalyanpur mainly paid back the loan earlier. 


the io 
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Table 3.14 ; Has the Loan Returned?- Rogoondents Classified Accordinq to Land*wise S Caste-wise 



Has the loan returned? 


Landless 


g (>0_<=1) 


Small Holding {>1— <=2) 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holding (>4— <= 1 0) 


Large Holding (>10) 


Kalyanpui Landless (0.00) 


Marginal Holding (>0— <=1) 


Small Holding (>1— <=2) 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 


Large Holding (>10) 



7 

5 

(11.3) 

(8.1) 







Upper Caste 


SC/ST 


OBC 


Has the Loan Returned? 


Upper Caste 

4 

SC/ST 

18 

OBC 

28 














































































Source: Field Survey, 

Almost half of the people who received loans also received loan recovery letters. 
They belonged mainly to the marginal and small landholders categories in Lacchipur 
































































Tips?] 


Landless 

(0.00) 

Marginal Holding 

(>a-<=1) 

Small Holding 

CM 

II 

V 

J. 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

{>4— <=10) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 




Landless 


Marginal Holding 

(>0 — ) 

Small Holding 

(>■] — <=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4_<=10} 

Large Holding 

(>10) 




e 


oan 


I No Response 

Yes 

L 


Upper Caste 


SC/ST 


OBC 


SC/ST 

i 19 

OBC 

21 


Source: Field Survey. 






































































eOBC 


receive 


loan recovery letter for between Rs.3501-4000. In Kalyanpur mainly the OBC caste 
group received loan recovery letter. The details are the following - 4 for between 
Rs. 1400-3500, 2 for between Rs.4001-9500 and one for between Rs.3501-4000. AH 


these recipients belonged mainly to the semi-medium landholders category. These 
recovery letters were mainly issued by the Banlt (Table 3. 17). 

Table 3.17 ; From Whom You Got Loan Recovery Letter? Respondents Classified Accordina to 




From whom you got recovery letter (Name)? 




Landless 


Marginal Holding (>Q— <=1) 


Small Holding (>1— -<=2) 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holdin 


Large Holding (>10) 



Landless 


Marginal Holding (>0— <= 1 ) 


Small Holdin 


Semi-Medium Holding {>2— <=4) 


Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 


Large Holding (>10) 
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M both tbe villages half of the beneficiaries said somebody came to recover the 



beneficiary each of the SC/ST and OBC caste had been detained for 14 days. They were 
poor uninfluential small and semi-medium landholders. The others who had been 
arrested were detained only for a day or two (Table 3. 19). 


Table 3.18 : Has tie been taken arrested for not pavina loan? Respondents Classified Accordina to 



■ill 











































Upper Caste 


SC/ST 


OBC 


Upper Caste 

6 

SC/ST 

22 

1 

OBC 

33 




Landless 


{> 0 -<= 1 ) 


Small Holding {>1— <=2) 


Semi-Medium Holding {>2— <=4 


Medium Holdin 
Large Holding (>10) 


Landless (0.00) 


Marginal Holding (>0— <= 1 ) 


Small Holdin 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 


Large Holding (>10) 


cchipur Upper Caste 
SC/ST 
OBC 


Upper Caste 


SC/ST 


OBC 


21 


32 


57(91.9) 


5 


24 


32 


Source; Field Survey, 































































1. INTRQDUCTiON 


Both the villages have primary, junior and high schools. We tried to find out 
whether the vilages are aware of them or not. In Lacchipiir, all the respondents 
belonging to the different castes and landholding size groups are aware of the existence 
of schools in the village. In Kalyanpur also all respondents - except one OBC 
respondent who was probably unaware - confirmed the existence of schools in the 
village. Alx)ut 96 per cent of the respondents in both the villages confirmed the 
existence of a primary school in their respective villages. Majority of the participants 
said that a primary school existed inside the village. About 79 per cent of the 
participants in Lacchipur and 69.84 per cent in Kalyanpur said that the school was 
within one kilometre of their residence. Some of the respondents in Lacchipur and also 
in Kalyanpur complained that the school was nearly 5 kms. away from their homes. In 
all, the above picture clearly illustrates that the location of the schools in both the 
villages was convenient for a majority of people. In spite of the fact that the school was 
far from the residence of a few people, 95. 16 per cent of the respondents in Lacchipur 
and 93.65 per cent in Kalyanpur said that they go send their children to the school and 
that usually by foot. Only one respondent of Kalyanpur claimed Ms son had a cycle and 
he used it to go to school 

In Lacchipur 98.4 per cent of the respondents said that there was a Junior High 
School in the village itself, while the respondents of Kalyanpur (95.2 per cent) said that 
there was a Junior High School out of the village. In Lacchipur majority of the 
respondents (77.4 per cent) said that the Junior High School was one kilometre away 


61 


ftom tineir residence, wMle a majority (14.5 per cent) said that the school was five 
kilometres away from their respective residence. The latter were mostly the SC/ST poor 
who stay at the village margin. In Kalyanpur, a majority of the respondents (84. 1 per 
cent) said that there was a Junior High School four kms. away from their residence 
while some (9.5 per cent) said that the school was three kms. away from their homes. 
However, in both the villages for a majority of the respondents (93.5 per cent in 
Lacchipur and 88.9 per cent in Kalyanpur) walking to school was the main mode of 
conveyance. Only 4 respondents of Kalyanpur could afford to cycle to school This was 
besides the fact that the Junior School in Kalyanpur was out of the village and for a 
majority it was at approximately 4 kilometres walk from their residence. All this goes to 
shov»r the poverty of resources on the part of the families and their children. Ho wonder 
they drop out of school easily even if enrolled. Parents find it difficult to send their 
children especially the girls in school. For the girls the distance is a definite deterrent 
for going to the school. 

In Kalyanpur 58.7 per cent of the respondents were aware that there was a High 
School/Inter College in the village and 38.1 per cent said that there was an Inter 
College out of the village. About 55.6 per cent of the respondents said that the Inter 
College was about one kilometre away from their residence, while for 20.6 per cent the 
College was four kilometres away from their residence. However, for most of the 
students travelling on foot was the only way to get to school in Kalyanpur. 

In Lacchipur, majority of the respondents (95.2 per cent) confirmed the existence 
of a High School/Inter College out of the village. The school for most of the respondents 
was six kms. away from their residence. The school could be reached only on foot. 
However, 30.6 per cent of the lespondents could afford to cycle to the Inter College. 
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II. OTHER NON-GOVERNMENT SCHOOL \H VILLAGE 

Respondents of Lacchipur and in Kalyanpur confirmed the existence of other/ 
non-govemment schools in the village. The respondents in Kalyanpur said there was a 
non-government school out of the village also. For a majority of the respondents in both 
the villages (56.5 per cent in Lacchipur and 60.3 per cent in Kalyanpur) the school was 
at a distance of one kms. away from their homes. For 35.5 per cent of the respondents 
m Laccliipur and 35.2 per cent in Kalyanpur the school was 5 kms. away form their 
homes. Quite a few famihes send their cliiidren to these schools. In both the villages 
walking was the means by wliich the school could be reached whatever may be the 
distance. 

In Lacchipur 64.5 per cent of the respondents were sending their children to 
school while 35.5 per cent were not. In Kalyanpur the situation was better with 82.5 
per cent of the respondents sending their children to school. It is encouraging to see 
that even landless, marginal and small landholders especially in Kalyanpur were 
sending their children to school (Table 3.20). 

In Lacchipur a majority of the OBC (53.8 per cent) were not sending their children 
to school. All the upper castes and 75 per cent of the SC/ST were sending their 
children to school. In Kalyanpur, however, majority of the people of all castes were 
sending their children to school. 

In Lacchipur, the respondents were sending 34 children (16 males and 18 
females) to primary classes (KG - V'). 12 children (5 males and 7 females) were being 
sent to Junior High School (V'" — VHf’ standard), 8 children (5 males and 3 females 
children) were being sent to High School (IX“' - X'") and 5 children (3 males and 2 
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females) were studying in classes above High School. It is interesting to note that a 
larger number of girls than boys were going to Primary and Junior High School in the 
village. In Lacchipur, further majority of the students in all classes belonged to the 
SC/ST caste group (Table 3.21). 

Table 3,20 : Does Your Children Qo to School - Respondents Classified Accordinq to their Land-wise? 


(NO.) 



Marginal Holding (>0— <=1) 


Small Holding 

I 

n 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— •^=4) 

Medium Holding 

1 

iO' 

1 

Large Holding 

(>10) 




! 12 

3 17 

3 12 


2 


40(64.5) 22(35.5) 62(100.0) 


Landless 


Marginal Holding 

(>0-<=1) 

Small Holding 

(>1„<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

0 

i 

1 

Large Holding 

(>10) 


52(82.5) 


Source: Field Survey. 


In Kalyanpur, 49 children (27 males and 22 females) were going to Primary 
Classes, 21 (13 males and 8 females) were studying in Junior High School, 1 1 (8 males 
and 3 females) in High School and 8 children (6 males and 2 females) were studying in 
Classes above High School. In Kalyanpur, more boys were going to school in all classes 
than girls. The OBC caste group were sending a maximum number of children to school. 
It is encouraging to note that a large number of the lower castes in both the villages 
were sending their children to the schools. This is indicative of the awareness of the 
lower caste respondents regarding education. A large number of children belonging to 
small and semi-medium landholders categories in Kalyanpur and semi-medium and 
medium landholders categories in Lacchipur were also attending schools (Table 3.21). 
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were not going to school or tecause they were going to the private schools (Table 3.22). 
A majority of the respondents (42 per cent in Lacchipur and 62 per cent in Kalyanpur) 
belonging mainly to the lower caste (SC/ST and OBC) denied that their children get food 
in school. Only 23 per cent of the respondents in Lacchipur and 14 per cent in 
Kalyanpur confirmed that their children got food in school. Those who confirmed that 
they get food also belonged to the lower castes (Table 3.22). 


Table 3.22 : Do YourOhiidren Get Food in School? Respondents Classified Accordinq to their Land-wise 





Landless 


> 0--<=1 


Small Holding 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 


Large Holding (>10) 



Landless 


Marginal Holding (>0— <=1) 


Small Holdinj 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2~<=4) 


Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 


Large Holding (>10) 




Source; Field Survey, 


As regards scholarship, about 37 per cent of the respondents in Lacchipur and 24 
per cent in Kalyanpur said it was not applicable possibly because either their children 
were not going to school or were going to the private schools. A large number of 
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I 

responaents, 44 per ceni in LaccMpur ana 60 per cent in Kalyanpur, denlea that their 
I children get any scholarship. Only some of the respondents belonging to the SC/ST and 

I OBC group (16 per cent in Lacchipur and Kalyanpur both) said that their children were 

getting scholarship. Wo upper caste child was getting any scholarship, probably 
^ because the scholarship was not meant for the upper castes (Table 3.23). 


Tabte 3.23 : Do Your Children Get Scholarship in School? Respondents Classified According to their 

Land-wise 


(No.) 




Do Your Children Get Scholarship in School? 


mssm 

No 

Total 

1 

Landless (0.00) 

1 


2 

3 


2 

~ 

4 

6 

Small Holding (>1— <=2) 

12 

3 

7 

22 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

3 

5 

9 

17 


4 

2 

6 

12 


1 

- 

1 

2 

Total 

23(37.1) 


29(46.8) 


1 

Landless (0.00) 

1 

1 

1 

2 

Marginal Holding (>0— <=1) 

- 

~ 

5 

5 

Small Holding (>1— <^2) 

8 

5 

10 

23 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

4 

4 

15 

23 

Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 

1 

1 

5 

7 

Large Holding (>10) 

1 

- 

2 

3 

Total 


10(15.9) 

38(60.3) 

63(100.0) 


Source; Field Survey. 


i 

About 16 per cent of the respondents in Lacchipur and 14 per cent in Kalyanpur 

P 

I confirmed that their children got Rs.300 as scholarship. Only one OBC child in 

I Kalyanpur got Rs.5(X) as scholarship. Those who said their children got scholarship 

belonged mainly to the small, semi-medium and medium landholders categories (Table 
3.24). 








































Landless 

(0.00) 

Marginal Holding 

(>0— <=1) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2--<=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4_<=10) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 



Landless 


Marginal Holding 


Small Holdin 


( 0 . 00 ) 


(>0_<=i) 


_<=2 


I Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

0 

l( 

V 

I 

1 

Large Holding 

(>10) 




Reasons for not getting scholarship were the following. In Lacchipur, 4.6 per 
cent of the respondents each said that corruption and children studying in private 
schools was the main reason why their children were not getting scholarship. Those 
who cited corruption as a cause belonged mainly to the lower (SC/ST and OBC) castes. 
Two upper caste respondents also said that only the SC/ST students get scholarship. In 
Kalyanpur 33.3 per cent of the total respondents said that children do not get 
scholarship as they are studying in private schools. Corruption was not cited as a 
reason by the respondents in Kalyanpur (Table 3.25). 
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Landless 


Marginal Holding 

(^0-<=1) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4_<=10) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 


Landless 


Marginal Holding 


Small Holding 


( 0 . 00 ) 


Upper Caste 


SC/ST 


OBC 




I Semi-Medium Holding (>2— -<=4) 

Medum Holding 

(>4_<=i0) 

Large Holding 

{>10) 


(65.0) 


gl 

cn 

c 

O 


Upper Caste 


SC/ST 


OBC 


Source: Field Survey. 
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We also collected detailed information on the relationship of villagers and 
teachers as also the villagers' opinion about the teachers. Only 19 per cent of the 
parents in Kalyanpur and 32 per cent in Lacchipur have discussions with the teachers 
about their children. Almost 59 per cent of the parents in Kalyanpur categorically 
denied having discussions about their children with the teachers. Those parents who 
did not discuss their children with the teacher belonged mainly to the lower castes 
(SC/ST and OBC). This is because probably the illiterate parents did not know what to 
talk about with the teacher. The upper caste respondents discussed their children with 
the teacher more than the lower castes (Table 3.26). 


Table 3.26 ; Do You have any Discussion with the Teachers about your Chid? Respondents 

Classified According to their Land-wise 




Do you have any disi 
yo 

No Response 


cchipur l Landless (0.00) 

Marginal Holding (>0— <=1) 

Semi-Medium H olding (>2— <=4) 
Medium Holdin 
Large Holding (>10) 




MUM 


Kalyanpur Landless 

Marginal Hold ing (>Q— <=1) 
Small Holdin 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2--<=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4_<=10) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 


2 


5 


23 


23 


3 


63 

( 100 . 0 ) 
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In Lacchipur only 42 per cent of the respondents while in Kalyanpur 65 per cent 
of the respondents said that the teachers came to school regularly. In Lacchipur a large 
nmnher of the respondents (37 per cent) said that the teachers were irregular. This 
shows that the teachers in Kalyanpur were more responsible than those of Lacchipur 
(Table 3.27). 

Table 3.27 : Do Teachers Come to School Daily in Government Schools? Resoondents Classified 


According to their Land-wise 

(NO.) 



Source: Field Survey, 


A majority of the participants (63 per cent in Lacchipur and 70 per cent in 
Kalyanpur) did not like the school teachers to stay in the village. The reason is that the 
respondents feel that they and their children are unduly put under pressure by the 
teachers to oblige them in various ways. Further, the teachers staying the village 
always remain under the influence of the village powerful. All the respondents 
mentioned the later reason as the factor, which make them prefer the outside teacher 
(Table 3.28). 







































Source; Field Survey, 


The majority of the villagers questioned the seriousness of the teachers in 
government schools (Table 3.29). In Laccliipur 38.7 per cent of the respondents said 
that the teachers remained engaged in their own work and so were not able to give 
time to their students, wliile 19.4 per cent cited plain lack of interest as a reason for 
non-seriousness of the teachers regarding teacliing in school. 

In Kalyanpur, 28.6 per cent of the respondents cited lack of interest and lack of 
staff as the main reason why teachers were not serious about their teaching in 
government schools. Only 4 OBC respondents claimed that teachers were engaged in 
their own (private) work as a result of which they were not serious in teaching. Those 
who complained about the teachers cut across all castes and landholder groups. 


About 56.5 per cent of the respondents in Lacchipur and 60 per cent in 
Kalyanpur felt that the government school teachers were not serious about their 
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teaching. Such a feeling could have serious implications and could be the reason why a 









SizeG 


Do You Think Teachere in Government Schools are 







Landless 


Marginal Holding 

(>0— <=1) 

Small Holding 

{>1-<=2) 

Semi- Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holdin 





(>4_<=10) 


^ 0 ) 



Landless 


Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

II 

1 

Large Holding 

(>10) 







Upper Caste 


SC/ST 


OBC 




Upper Caste 

4 

SC/ST 

6 

OBC 

9 
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were not in favour of education of girls, while 24.2 per cent said there were social 
causes due to which they did not send their girls to school. Only 8. 1 per cent of the 
SC/ST respondents said that now people are taking interest in the education of girls. 
Some respondents even cited lack of money as a cause of lack of interest in the 
education of girls. 


In Lacchipur, a majority of the respondents 68.25 per cent, belonging to all the 
castes claimed that the people had started taking an interest in the education of girls. 
One OBC respondent said he had no interest in the education of girls, while 5 SC/ST and 


















SizeG 


Landless 


(> 0 -<= 1 ) 


Small Holding (>1— <=2) 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2~-<=4) 


Medium Holding (>4— <=10 


Large Holding (>10) 


Total 

Landless (O.CX)) 


Marginal Holding (>0— <=1 


Small Holding (>1--<=2) 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4' 


Medium Holding (>4— <=10) 


Large Holding (>10) 


Upper Caste 

1 

SC/ST 

15 

OBC 

17 


Kalyanpm Upper Caste 
SC/ST 
OBC 


2 


2 


3 


7(11.3) 


5 


5(8.1) 


Source; Field Survey. 
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No respondent in either village knew about the adult education programme. This 
shows the poor coverage and public relation by the government agencies regarding the 
Adult Education Programme (Table 3.31). 

Table 3.31 : Do You Know about Adult Education Prooramme? Respondents Classified Accordina to 


their Land-wise 

(No.) 


Do Your Know About Adult Education Programme? I 







Lacchipur 

Landless 

(0.00) 


Marginal Holding 

V 

0 

1 

! 


Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 


Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holding 

o' 

(I 

V 

i 


Large Holding 

(>10) 



Landless 

(0.00) 

Marginal Holding 

(>0-<=i) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4_<=10) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 



60(96.8) 

2 


5 


23 


22 


7 


62(100.) 


2 


5 


23 


23 


7 


3 


63(100.0) 


Source; Field Survey. 

No respondent of either village knew of the Non-Formal Education Programme. This 
shows the pathetic state of education in the state on this point (Table 3.32). 

Table 3.32 : Do, Know About Non-Formal Education Pro.qramme? Respondents Classified Accordina to their 


Land-wise 

(No.) 
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3 

3 

6 I 

6 

21 

22 

17 

17 

12 

12 

2 

2 


31 

32 

25 

26 


6 

6 

17 

17 

39 

40 


Landless 

(0.00) 

Marginal Holding 

(>0-<=1) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

i'T— 

i 11 
V 

1 

Large Holding 

(>10) 


yanp 


(>0-<=1) 


Landless (0.00) 


Marginal Holding 


Small Holding 


Serr«-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 


Medium Holding {> 4 —<= 1 0) 


Upper Caste 


SC/ST 

OBC 


Upper Caste 


SC/ST 


OBC 


Source: Field Survey. 
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In Lacchipur tliere is Primary/Sub-Primary Healtli Centre in tiie village. But 
there were no doctors, nurses and health facilities in the village. The suggestion 
here is that these persons do not stay in the village. In Kalyanpur also there is a 
primary health centre in the village. According to them there were no doctors or 
nurses or any otlier healtli facilities in Urese Centres. The nurses do not stay in 
the village. 


In Lacchipur, if a family member falls ill, a large number of respondents 
(58.06 per cent) said tlrat tliey visit Jhola Cliaap doctors. A sizeable number 
(27.42 per cent) also visit private doctors (Table 3.34). In Kalyanpur, however, 
53.97 per cent visit a private doctor and 42.86 per cent visit Jhola Chaap doctors 
when someone in the family falls ill. This clearly shows the importance of the 
Jhola Chaap Doctors over tlie innocent and illiterate poor of tlie village and tiiey 
run a , flourishing trade. In both the villages majority of the SC/STs visit Jhola 
Chaap Doctors while majority of the OBCs visit private doctors.. This shows that 
the OBC population of the village is more aware in terms of health security than 
the SC/ST population. 



I 



Source: Field Survey. 


At the same time, however, in both the villages, a large number of respondents 
(75.81 per cent in Lacchipur and 85.71 per cent in Kalyanpur) were visited by people 
from the primary health centre in the last three months. A large number of small and 
semi-medium landholders in both the villages confirmed this suggesting that they had 
been visited by the PHC personally. About 75 per cent of the SC/ST and upper caste and 
76.9 per cent of the OBC in Lacchipur, and 83.3 per cent of the upper castes, 76.5 per 
cent of the SC/ST and 90 per cent of the OBC in Kalyanpur confirmed that they had 
been visited by the PHC people in the last three months (Table 3.35). 















































Ill both the villages majority of the respondents (77.42 per cent) in Laccliipur and 
77.78 per cent in Kalyanpur) were visited by the AWM. In stray cases an SC/ST was 
visited by a Dai and an OBC was visited by a male official in Lacchipur. The people in 
these villages expressed greater confidence in the private doctors than in these 
government officials. The official medical persons perform their duty perfunctorily, hi 
Laccliipur 40.32 per cent of the respondents claimed that the health official spent only 
upto 5 minutes or less with them while 20.96 per cent said that the official spent 5-10 
minutes with them when they visited last (Table 3.36). Half of the total small 
landholders in both the villages said that the official spent upto 5 minutes with them. 
In Kalyanpur 33.3 per cent each said that the health official spent upto 5 minutes and 5 





































to 10 minutes with them. 59.4 per cent of the SC/ST and 65.4 per cent of the OBC 
respondents in Lacchipur and 76.5 per cent of the SC/ST and 65 per cent of the OBC 
respondents in Kaiyanpur claimed that the health official spent upto 10 minutes with 
them. This clearly shows the attention or lack of it, these families are getting from the 
health department officials. 

Table 3.36 : Time Spent bv Doctors - Respondents Classified Accordina to their Land-wise 



Source: Field Survey. 

In tooth the villages a majority of the respondents from mostly the toigger 
landowners (70.96 per cent in Lacchipur and 77.78 per cent in KalyanpurJ were 
satisfied with the help they received from the health official. Those few people who 
were not satisfied were small and semi-medium landholders belonging to the SC/ST 


























































Source: Field Survey. 


In Lacchipur most of the respondents and/or family members and in Kalyanpur 
majority of the respondents had visited a private doctor/hospital in the last six months. 
Those who had visited the doctor were mostly small and semi-medium landholders 
belonging to all the caste groups. The trust and confidence on the private doctor is 
clearly visible. The visits of the government doctors, nurses, etc. are more of routine 
nature. In times of crisis and serious illness they fall back on the private doctors and 
Jhola Chaap Doctors. Majority of the respondents and/or their family members in both 
the villages (53.2 per cent in Lacchipur and 60.32 per cent in Kalyanpur) visited the 
doctor with complaints of fever (Table 3.38). Only 22.6 per cent of the total 
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respondents in Lacchipur and 22,2 per (»nt in Kaiyanpur visited the doctor with 
problems like weakness, loose motions and heart problems. This scenario was similar 
for all the castes in both the villages. 



At the same time the villages had grouse about the private doctors. They take 
money, but have little time, they said. In Lacchipur 41.9 per cent of the total 
respondents and in Kaiyanpur 50.8 per cent of the respondents were given only upto 5 
minutes or less time by the private doctors. The private doctors do not attend properly 
and also does not explain things to the uneducated poor of the village. This is the 
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general complain of alx>ut private doctors. About 27.4 per cent of the total respondents 
in LaccMpur and 30.2 per cent in Kaiyanpur received 5-10 minuets attention from the 
doctor, while only 19.4 per cent in Lacchipur and 15.9 per cent in Kaiyanpur received 
more than 10 minutes time from the doctor. However, in Lacchipur the upper caste 
people received more time and attention from the doctor than the lower caste. 

Majority of the respondents (77.4 per cent in Lacchipur and 52.4 per cent in 
Kaiyanpur), belonging mainly to the small and semi-medium landholders categories said 
that the private doctors did not keep all the necessary instruments required for 
diagnosis and treatment. The dissatisfied respondents belonged mainly to the SC/ST 
and OBC categories in Lacchipur and to all the SC/ST and upper castes in Kaiyanpur. 
(Only 16.1 per cent of the respondents in Lacchipur claimed that the doctor had the 
requisite instrument. In Kaiyanpur a large number of the respondents mainly belonging 
to the OBCs claimed that the doctor had the requisite instruments for diagnosis and 
treatment.) 

In both villages the respondents (96.8 per cent in Lacchipur and 82.50 per cent 
in Kaiyanpur) claimed that the doctor came to their homes as and when it was 
necessary and had to be paid immediately. Some m Lacchipur and in Kaiyanpur, have, 
however, also complained that the doctor did not come to their houses when necessary. 
It would be interesting to note that all those who made this complaint belonged either 
to the SC/ST or OBC group. No upper caste person had this kind of complaint in either 
of the two villages. 

The charges of the doctors varied. In Lacchipur 64.5 per cent of the total 
respondents and in Kaiyanpur 82,5 per cent of the respondents, irrespective of the 
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casie, were cnarged Deiween Rs. 10 - 20 , when iney went to the private doctors. About 
12 per cent of the respondents in Lacciiipur were charged between Rs.21-30. 
However, few were charged more than Rs.30. 


About 54 per cent of the respondents in Lacchipur and 61.9 per cent in 
Kalyanpur claimed that the doctor charged between Rs. 10-20 even when he came 
home, nearly 21 per cent in Lacchipur and 19.0 per cent in Kalyanpur said that the 
doctor charged more than Rs.20. Interestingly all the respondents claimed that there 
was no difference in charge when the doctor visited their house at night, i,e. he charged 
the same amount that he charged when he came during the day (Table 3.39). 


Table 3.39 ; Visits to the Private Doctors • Respondents Classified According to their Land-wise 

(No.) 


When you 




o o 

CN CO 


ur Landless (0.00) 

Marginal Holding (>0— <=1) 

Small Holding (>1— <=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 
Medium Holding (>4— <=1Q) 

Large Holding (>10) 



(Q.OQ) 


Marginal Holding 

(>0~<=1) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4_<=10) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 



Source; Field Survey. 
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In LaccWpiir, the main sources of medicine were, in order of popularity, Jhola 
Chaap Doctor (96.8 per cent), medical stores (85.5 per cent) and general stores (75.8 per 
cent). Other sources of medicines were almost nil. In Kalyanpur the main sources of 
medicines were Jhola Chaap Doctor (98.4 per cent) and general stores (49.2 per c®nt). 
This picture goes to show the enormous influence the Jhola Chaap Doctors enjoy from 
all the castes in the village due to illiteracy of the rural population. However, Lacchipur 
with a medicine store seems to be better off than Kalyanpur with a medical store. The 
general store in Lacchipur enjoys more popularity as a source of medicines. 

Almost all the respondents in both the villages (96.8 per cent in Lacchipur and 
95.2 per cent in Kalyanpur) claim that fever is the disease that affects most people in 
the village. All the castes are unanimous in this claim. 

About 93.7 per cent of the respondents in Kalyanpur and 69.4 per cent in 
Lacchipur claim that the main cause of disease in the village is dirt, filth and 
mosquitoes. 25.8 per cent of the respondents in Lacchipur say that people in their 
village fall ill due to work in extreme conditions. Those who claim so belong only to the 
OBC and SC/ST caste groups, hinting that oppression at the work place and over work of 
the lower castes could be a cause of illness. 

In Lacchipur 98.4 per cent of the respondents ami in Kalyanptir 90.5 per cent of 
the respondents do not have a toilet facility at home. In both the villages even the 
upper caste respondents did not have a toilet at their homes. Only 5 OBC respondents 
of Kalyanpur claimed to have a toilet at their homes. This reflect not only poverty but 
the traditional lack of awareness and low priority that the villager give to the toilet 
(Table 3.40). 



Source: Field Survey. 


In Lacchipur 82.3 per cent of the respondents comprising landless, marginal, 
small, semi-medium and medium land holders and belonging to most of the caste 
groups go to the fields to relieve themselves. In Kalyanpur 85.7 per cent of the 
respondents belonging to all the landholdings and all the caste groups go to the field for 
toilet. One or two families in both the villages that boast of toilet. These toilets are used 
mainly for the females. For the males the toilet is the field (Table 3.41). 


Lacchipur does not have the public toilet. In Lacchipur 96.8 per cent of the 


respondents claimed that there was no public toilet in the vilage. Those who made this 
claim so belonged to all the landholding size groups and ail caste groups. 
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Table 3.41 : If You Do not have Toilet at Home. Where vou/vour female members go for toiler? - 
Respondents Classified According to their Land-wise 



Landless 


Marginal Holding 

(>0 — ■^-1) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

1 

o' 

tl 

V 

1 

Large Holding 

(>10) 



Landless 

(0.00) 

Marginal Holding 

(>0 — '<=1) 

Small Holding 

V 

I 

If 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4-<=10) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 


If You do not have toilet at home, where do you/your 
female members go for toiler? 




63 

( 100 . 0 ) 


Source: Field Survey. 


About 87.3 per cent of the respondents belonging to every landholding and caste 
groups said that there was no public toilet in their village. Only 11.1 per cent of the 
respondents belonging mainly to the small and semi-medium landholding group said 
that there was a public toilet in the village. Our inspection show that the pubhc toilet 
" has not been used for long and now in an unusable state (Table 3.42). 
































Do you have Toilet at Home? 


Landless 

(0.00) 

Marginal Holding 

(>0-<=1) 

Small Holding 

T 

I A 

, 11 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

II 

V 

1 

Large Holding 

(>10) 

Total 

Landless 

(0.00) 

Marginal Holding 

(>0-<=1) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4-~<=10) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 


Source: Field Survey. 

As a result when we asked the villagers about their use of toilet, the answer was 
negative. In Lacdiipur no respondent used the public toilet as there was no toilet iir the 
village (Table 3.43). In Kalyanpur the seven respondents who claimed there was a 
public toilet in the village also did not use it. These respondents belonged to both the 
upper and lower castes. 


Since no respondent in Lacchipur used the public toilet there was no question of 


any discrimination on the caste basis. In Kalyanpur, 11.1 per cent of the respondents 
who claimed there was a public toilet in the village said that the people of the SC/ST 
caste groups were not allowed to use the toilet. 
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Table 3.43 ; Do You use Public Toilet in Your Vlllajje? - Respondents Classified According to their 


: w w iig^!j T iaff a irfJifAim: i ii^ 



Landless 


Marginal Holding 

(>0_<=1) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4-<=10) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 



Landless 


Marginal Holding 

(>0-<=1) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

O 

11 

V 

1 

Large Holding 

(>10) 




Source: Field Survey 

We also made detailed enquiry about the programmes like DWCRA and TRYSEM. 
In Lacchipur all the respondents said that their village had no DWCRA/TRYSEM 
programme. 

In Kalyanpur, 77.8 per cent of the respondents said that their village had no 
DWCRA/TRYSEM programme presently. While some (14 per cent) of the respondents 
belonging to the landless, marginal, small and semi-medium landholders category said 
that such propammes did exist in their village. Those who claimed so belonged to the 
OBC caste poup. But the later poup said that in recent years the propammes have 
ceased to come to village. 
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In Laccnipur, mere was no nota&ie nousenow indusiries. some or tue 
respondents belonging to the SC/ST caste group and small, semi-medium and medium 
landholders category affirmed that they have some household industry at their home. In 
Kalyanpur, a majority of the respondents (60.3 per cent) belonging mainly to the OBC 
caste group and small and semi-medium landholders category confirmed that they did 
participate in a household industry (Charkha embroidery, sewing). A sizeable portion of 
the respondents (36.5 per cent) denied their participation in any household industry. 

In Lacchipur 6.5 per cent of the respondents of the SC/ST caste group said that 
the nearest market to sell their product was their own village. In Kalyanpur a sizeable 
number of participants (44.4 per cent) claimed that the village was the nearest market 
in which they could sell their products. Those who said so were mainly small and 
semi-medium landholders belonging mainly to the SC/ST and OBC group. About 7.9 per 
cent of the respondents (mainly OBC group) said that the Khadi Ashram was the nearest 
outlet to which they could sell their product. All this goes to show that the household 
industry in Kalyanpur was more developed than in Lacchipur. 

A majority of the respondents in both the villages (90.3 per cent in Lacchipur and 
95.2 per cent in Kalyanpur) denied that they or their family members got any old age/ 
widow pension. In Lacchipur 9,7 per cent of the respondents said that they got old 
age/widow pension (Table 3.44). Of the six respondents who confirmed getting 
pension, five said that they got Rs.750 after six months. However, one lone person said 
he got Rs.1500 per year. In Kalyanpur only one OBC respondent said he got Rs.l500 
per year as old age pension. This shows the apathy with which the old people/widows 
are treated in the village. 
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Table 3.44 : Do YouA'our anv Familv Member Get Old Aae/Widow Pension? ■ Respondents 


Classified Accordina to their Land-wise and Caste-wise 



Marginal Holding 

(>0_<;=1) 

Small Holding 

(>1-<=2) 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

(>4_<=i0) 

Large Holding 

(>10) 


Kalyanpui Landless 




Marginal Holding 

(>0-<=1) 

Small Holding 

CN 

11 

V 

J. 

A 

Semi-Medium Holding (>2-— <=4) 

Medium Holding 

o 

II 

V 

1 

Large Holding 

(>10) 



3 

3 

5 

6 

19 

22 

16 

17 

11 

12 
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A majority of the respondents in Lacchipur (58. 1 per cent) said that they did not 
get old age/widow pension as it was not applicable to them. A sizeable number (22.6 
per cent) blamed corruption as reason for not getting pension, while one person said he 
had not applied. Two respondents said they did not get pension as they were above 
the poverty line. Those who cited corruption as the main reason belonged too the 
lower castes - OBC and SC/ST. 

In Kalyanpur a sizeable number (38.1 per cent) said that the pension was not 
applicable to them, while an equal number blamed corruption as reason for their not 
getting any pension. Four respondents (OBC and SC/ST) claimed to have not applied 
while one OBC respondent claimed to be above poverty line for which he was not given 
pension. 



I. RATION SHOP 

The villagers are critical about the functioning of the ration shop and also the 
shop owners; 

(i) Shops are not open regularly or open at the time when most of the villagers have 
no time or no money. 

(ii) Only kerosene are sold which is purchased by everybody in the village. Other 
commodities are sold only occasionally and their quality is poor. 

(iii) Everybody talked about malpractices in the distribution on APL/BPL cards. 

(iv) SC/ST are the major buyers. 




: 
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II. JAWAHAR ROZGAR YOJANA 

{i) People talked about various kinds of malpractices in project work, payment, etc. 

(ii) People are afraid of giving information as the Jawahar Rozgar Yojana contracts 
are mostly at the hand of village elites who are vengeful. 

(iii) The rural poor lack specific information about various types of work under this 
scheme. They are dependent on the village elites, including Pradhan, for 
information. 

III. INTEGRATED RURAL DEVELOPMENT PRQGRAMh/iE 

(i) Like JRY, in tliis case also the rural poor - tlie potential beneficiaries - are 

dependent on the village gantries, bankers, etc. for project details. The later 
have material interest to witMield infomiation. 

(ii) Everybody complained about large-scale malpractices in the actual operation of 
these projects. Often the applicants have not received the entire money. 

(iii) On the other hand, in many instances, the loans have not been paid back. 

(iv) The OBC have benefitted more than others from these schemes. Reason for this 
is that they are more informed and more organized - Castewise perhaps - in 
confronting the officials and rural elites and extracts maximum benefits. 

IV. ON EDUCATION 

(i) Both of these two villages have primary, junior and high school. There are 
private schools also, where relatively resourceful sends their children. 

{ii) Almost all the families send their children to the school. At the junior and high 
school level the drop-out level is higher. This is particularly from the families of 
SC/ST, who are economically not well off. At the junior level the drop out rate is 


94 



not Mgn. Almost everybody in tlie village wants give education to tlieir cMdren 
including girls. For the boys reason of giving education is job; for the girls it is 
better marriage prospect. In general the drop out of girls is higher than that of 
boys. 

(ill) Most of families said that their children do not get food in the school. 

(iv) Distribution of scholarship is also inadequate. 

(v) Villagers are critical about the (government) school teachers. They do not have 
time to discuss matters relating to teaching with them. But the villagers — 
especially the poor SC/ST - do not like the school teachers stay with them. For 
the teachers staying in the village make them do various work and remain under 
the influence of the vfllage powerful. 

(vi) Villagers of all castes and categories of landholders are keep to give education to 
girls. Reason is better marriage. But said that the girls also go to work and they 
need be educated for that. 

(vii) Villages did not show much enthusiasm for adult education programme and/or 
Aanganwadi programme. The situation on this front is not good in both the 
villages. 

V. HEALTH 

(i) General source of medical treatment in both the villages is quack or locally called 
Jhola chaap. 

(ii) There are primary health centres in both the villages, which have doctors, dai, 
etc. They become action on the occasion of specific government programmes. 
For treatment of major ailments and for emergencies the villagers remain 
dependent on the private doctors. They pay higher fees to the private doctors. 
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LiKe government doctors, tne villagers said me private doctors are always Pusy, 
do not attend their patient properly, are partial to the rich and powerful, yet for 
the poor villagers, they are only source of treatment in time of ailment and in 
emergency. The private doctors also visit their home at the night and, they said, 
they do not always charge more. Fever is the universal disease of the villages. It 
is largely the effect of filth, dirt and water logged drain, which give birth and 
harbour germ-carrying mosquitoes. 

Kalyanpur has no public toilet. Lacchipur has public toilet. But they are virtually 
unusable. 

Wo notable cottage industry exists in both the villages. For a few that exists, the 
village is the only market. 

In both the villages, there was hardly any training programme on to train the 
villagers artisans in their artisional craft. 


CHAPTER IV 


IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS 

In the following pages, we have presented 707 cases collected by us. This cases 
are related to land distribution and the ERDP. Both are income augmenting programmes 
for the poor. The respondents are mostly dalit and tribals in the regions of Eastern U.P. 
{Appendix A). The districts specifically included are Saharanpur, Sonebhadra.' 
Chitrakoot, Jaunpur and Banda. The category 'Other' include Ambedkamagar, Bahraich, 
Balha and Shahjahanpur. These information was collected by us at random when we 
visited the region in connection with the project work. The largest number of 
respondents complained that they got the land patta, but could not get the possession - 
279 in all. This category was followed by those whose 'patta' was cancelled (39 in 
actual number), those who suffered from double entry', etc. 

LANDDISPiriES 

The following are some of the instances of how the land starved poor - mostly 
dalits - have been deprived of an important source of their income by economically and 
socially influential through questionable means. 


1, Note : Following a government order in 1964 the barren and wastelands of Mirzapur, Sonebhadra and 
Chandauli area were transferred to the Forest Department, though they were continued to be recorded as 
Gram Sabha land in Gratn Sabha record, In 1935, a large areas of these lands were distributed to the tribals. 
Now the Forest Department is claiming it back for sanctuary. This has led to disputes and tensions. 
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Case ! : 


Case II: 


Case III: 


Case IV: 


Case'V: 


Case VI: 


One daiit woman in Saharanpur district was deprived of her land (land 

size unspecified), which, she said, she was cultivating for four years, by a 
local landlords who claimed that land as his own. The Lekhpal and the 
police, when approached, told her that the land does not belong to her 
(She has no record of the land). 

About 2 bighas of land (out of 4 bighas of ancestral land) of one daiit, was 

taken away by his neighbours during the Chakbandi (in Maharajganj 
district). The Patwari has so far refused the complainant's request to 
measure the land to find out the truth. 

About 75 decimal of patta land which was being cultivated by one Sidhi 
Devi (of the above district) since 1994 was cancelled. The Patwari wants 
money for re-registration. 

The hut of one daiit built in a 2.5 decimal homestead land in 1988, was 
demohshed by his neighbours, at the instance of Pradhan of the village. 
One permanent structure is being built on it now. 

One landless daht (in Maharajganj district) was cultivating his 48 decimal 

patta land for 14 years. In 1998, the village Pradhan cancelled his patta. 
On January 2001, when he approached District Magistrate for redress, the 
latter told him that the land of his meant for grassing, not cultivation. 

Sankar, a daht in Maharajganj district, got 50 decimal patta land from the 
village landlord along with 15 other personis. But those who did not get 
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patta land filed cases, allegedly at the instances of the same landlords and 
the court stopped her taking the possession of the land. 

Case VII : A dalit of Unnao district got 1 1 biswa of land as patta 3 years ago. But she 

has not been able to find the land. The Patwari also has expressed his 
inability to find the land. 

Case ¥111 : When a landless Lonia (in Ballia district} migrated out of the village for 

work, one of his neighbour took possession of his 5 decimal homestead 
patta land, with the help of Pradhan which was in his possession since 
1994-95. When on return the Lonia claimed the land, the usmper told 
him that the land belonged to him and he showed him the necessary 
papers. The Lonnia had no paper. 

Case IX : One Kol Adivasi of Sonebhadra district got patta of 1 bigha Gram Samaj 
land, but did not get the land which is in possession of one local 
landowner who possess 150/200 bigha land. 

Ca^e X : The wife of one Kol Adivasi got patta of a small plot of land but did not get 

the possession. In the latest Chakbandi her plot number was changed so 
that she lost also her legal right to possess. 

In Saharanpur, Sonebhadra and a few other areas, the dalits and local tribals 
have been deprived of their land, which they got during the days of land reform, in one 
ways or the other. In Sonebhadra district the tribals mostly Kols have been deprived of 
their land by the local landlords by force or fraud. In many cases, their land have been 
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submerged due to the construction of bund by the government, but they have not got 
any land in lieu of that (Table 4. 1). 


Table 4.1 


SI. 

No. 

Details 

Villages 

Kewta 


■ 

1 

Family 

(Nos.) 

Land Av, 
per Family 
(Bigha) 

n 

Land Av, 
per Family 
(Bigha) 

Family 

(Nos.) 

Land Av. 
per Family 
(Bigha) 

1 

Land Under the Occupation of the 
Local Landowners 

15 

2.26 

32 

2.6 

5 

1.3 

2 

Land Sjb-merged 

-- 

-- 

5 

0.8 

-- 

-- 

3 

Land Promised but not received 

-- 

- 

3 

1.3 

.. 

-- 


Source : Field Survey. 


In Sonebhadra, Mirzapur, Chandauli region all the barren and wasteland were 
transferred to the Forest Department for development (and maintenance) of forest. At 
the same time, their lands were kept in the Gram Sabha register and were distributed 
among the Kol tribals under the Zamindari Abolition Act in 1964. Now the Forest 
Department are reclaiming these land for forestation and the tribals are being uprooted 
leading to tension in the ICX) villages of the district of Sonebhadra alone. We give 
below a cases for perusal (Table 4.2). 
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Table 4.2 


Tribes/ 

Caste 

Villages 

Basauli 



Kewta 


■ 

Average Land 
(Bigha) 

E O 

LL- ^ 

Average Land 
(Bigha) 

Family 

(Nos.) 

Average Land 
(Bigha) 

•= tA 

E o 

Ll- ^ 

Average Land 
(Bigha) 

Family 

(Nos.) 

■g 

.3 '■(O' 

CD .S' 

52 OQ 

Gond 

3 

8.6 


- 

31 


98 

3,0 ' 

-- 

-- 

Kol 

27 

5,6 

12 

0.4 

- 

HB 

3 



WBM 

Baiga 

19 

2.8 

- 

-- 

-- 


-- 

-- 

-- 

- 

Chamar 

9 

7.2 

- 

-- 

-- 

-- 


1.2 

-- 

- 

Pal 

-- 

-- 

-- 

- 

13 

9,2 

-- 

-- 

-- 

- 

Panika 

-- 

-- 

- 

-- 

■1 
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Source ; Field Survey. 


This has led to considerable tension. The process of this alienation and tension 
are illustrated through the following cases: 

Case I : One Koi was cultivating his small plot of land (0.83 acre), which she got 

under the Zamindari Abolition Act. Since 1997 the Forest Department is 
claiming this land. The Ranger killed 3 members of his family, jailed wife 
and children, distroyed his pump and cut his crop. The court cases are 
going on with no end. 

Case !I : The same ranger raised objection to the cultivation of 13 bigha of land by 

one chamar woman, which she was cultivating for decades. She had the 
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original paper. At the Chakbandi, however, the paper was prepared in the 
name of the Forest Department, which is now claiming the land. When the 
forester came with armed guards and cut her crop, she approached the 
government officials. But she was told that the officials can not help her 
as the land belonged to the Forest Department on paper. She was asked 
to approach the higher court, which is beyond her means. 

Case III : The Forest Department was claiming 15 bighas of land of the dalits, which 
they was cultivating for ages on the basis of the papers prepared during 
the Chakbandi. The forest ranger levelled their hut, destroyed crop and 
cut the tree. The district office is unable to help. 

GaseJV: About 61 dalits were cultivating about 15 bighas of land for long. 

Recently these lands were transferred to the Forest sanctuary. Since then 
the police are trying to oust them from land and trying to plant trees as 
part of the forestation leading to strikes and tension. 

LOANS AND SUBSIDIES UNDER THE IRDP 

Cas© I : Sanctioned Rs.l5,CX)0 loan for buying buffaloes, got only Rs.SCXX). Out of 

this the Gram Sewak took away Rs.3000. From the balance Rs.50(X) he 
bought an old buffalo, which fell ill and he sold it for Rs.2,500 and 
deposited Rs. lOCX) in the Bank. But the recovery notice has come for 
Rs.20,(X)0„ which include Rs.6,500 interest for the pending principal 


amount. 


Case II: 


Case V: 
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One Valmiki woman (an untouchable) was persuaded to put thumb 
impression on paper for Rs. 10,000 loan for pig rearing. But she did not 
hear anything about the loan till she got the recovery notice from the 
bank. Later another loan of Rs. 10,000 was sanctioned to her for building 
houses under the Indira Aawas Yojana from the same Bank. But the 
manager deducted Rs.5000 from the new loan against the earlier loan and 
gave her Rs.bCXX), which he found inadequate for the house building. 
Mow the amin is chasing her for loan recovery. 

Seven Kol women of Sakrauhan village (Tehsil Karvi) each put thumb 

impression for Rs.l0,0CX) IRDP loan, but did not get anything. The local 
agent in collusion with the bank manager took away the money. The 
police refused to register any case and the bank refused any action as the 
loan money has already been drawn. 

Father-in-law of one woman (in Chitrakoot district) took Rs.lO.CXX) loan 

from the Block to dig well for irrigating (under Ten Lakh Well Scheme) his 
barren plot of land. But the digging of well has to be stopped halfway as 
the contractor entrusted to do the job struck layers of stone. In the 
meanwhile the woman has Rs.5,500 against the payment of loan. But the 
recovery notice shows Rs.7,(XX) as pending and says her land will be 
confiscated if the loan is not paid. 

Pyareial was working as bonded labour for three generation to a dominant 

Brahmin landlord for loan incurred by his grandfather. The Brahmin 
landlord has taken Rs. 15000 as loan for buying pumpset against land. 
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I 
I 

which he bought when he was Pradhan and registered in the name of his 
^ bonded labour Pyarelal Now the recovery notice has been served to 

I Phyarelal for payment of the loan. The Brahmin landlord insist the 

^ Pyarelal will have to pay the loan. 

^ Case VI : Only when the recovery notice of Rs. 10,000 has reached that Saiju has 

come to know that the new Gram Sewak has taken a loan of that amount 
for buying Pumpset in his name. He has paid Rs.4500 by selling the 
pumpset, wliich the Gram Sewak had left at his home when he was 
absent after the recovery notice had been served to him. 

I 

Case VII : One dalit of Jaunpur district took a loan of Rs. 10,000 - fifty per cent of tliis 
subsidy- for buying buffaloes. Rs.BCKX) was used for buying buffalc^s and 
the balance is used for some other things. Now the recovery notice has 
come for Rs. 7,700. 

Case ¥11! : One Ghamorzn (of Jaunpur district) got Rs.7000 loan for imllr business. For 

Rs.6000 she bought one buffalo. Over time she could pay off Rs.5(XX) but 
could not pay the balance. Now she has received a loan recovery notice of 
Rs.5,181. 

Case IX : One Mushahar woman and her husband took a loan of Rs. 10,(XX) (Rs.5000 
of which is subsidy), which is used to buy pigs. But the pig died and her 
business closed down. Now the loan recovery notice of Rs. 10,000 (of 
which Rs.5000 is subsidy) has reached her. 
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JAiLED FOR LOAN 

One landless labour, Magena, was persuaded by her village Gram Sewak to take 
a loan of Rs.l5,0CX) for buying buffaloes. Out of the first instalment of Rs.9000, the 
Gram Sewak took away Rs.4000 as his and Bank Manager's commission. From the 
balance of Rs.5000 she could buy an old buffalo. From the second instalment of 
Rs.6000, the Gram Sewak deducted Rs.lOOO again for his and Bank Manager's 
commission and v\nth the balance money she bought one cart. But her venture was 
unsuccessful as one of the buffaloes died. When the demand for loan repayment came, 
therefore, she could not repay and was jailed and detained for 14 days in a room, 
which had no ventilation and no fan. 


Case X : Bajrangi, a Chamar. was persuaded to take a loan of Rs. 16000 by his 

village Gram Sewak. The Gram Sewak took away the first instalment of 
Rs.7000 and said to have given to the seller for buffaloes. But Bajrangi 
was told that he has to wait a few days for the buffaloes to come. But the 
buffaloes did not come. Out of the second instalment of Rs.9000, the Gram 
Sewak took away Rs.4000 as his commission and out of the balance 
Rs.5000 he could buy one buffalo. But one day his buffalo-cart met with 
an accident. The buffaloes got injured, he could not run his business and, 
therefore, could not pay up the loan. He was arrested, but released. 
Somehow he repaired the cart and sold it for Rs.5000 and pay back part of 
the loan. Now the Gram Sewak is threatening to get him arrested unless 


he pays the entire loan. 
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Case XI : One Lohar, a Chamar, said that he received a loan of Rs.lCXXX) (50 per 

cent of it as subsidy) from an Allahabad Bank for raising pig and another 
Rs.5(X)0 for buying pumps. Out of the first loan of Rs.l00(X), the Gram 
Sewak and the Bank Manager took away Rs.SCXX), From the balance he 
bought pigs. When the demand for loan repayment came, he paid 
Rs. i2,(X)0. But the Bank is demanding Rs. 10000 more. He was arrested 
once for non-payment of loans. 

Case XII : Out of a loan of Rs. 12,000 that Shiv Prasad (District Banda) took for supply 

of stone, Rs.3000 was taken away by the Gram Sewak and the Bank 
Manager as commission and paid Rs.5000 to contractor for supplying the 
stone. When the contractor did not supply the stone, he registered a case 
with the police and paid Rs.500 to the police for that. But the police did 
not act. Shiv Prasad repaid Rs.6000 out of the loan of Rs. 15000. When 
he failed to repay the balance, he was detained for 13 days in the jail for 
the default. Since then he was arrested for twice for the same reason and 
twice released after bribing the police. 

Case XIII : Bajranglal (District Jaunpur) took a loan of Rs. 1000 under the IRDP to raise 

goats. But his business failed as the goats died. On May 2000, he 
received the loan recovery notice for Rs. 12842. On 27 January 2001 he 
was arrested for non-payment of loan for 14 days. 

Case XIV : Hiralal (District Banda) took loan of Rs. 12000 for business in stone. He 

paid the Gram Sewak Rs.3000 for this and paid him the balance Rs.9000 
to be given to the stone supplier. He paid Rs.5000 towards the repayment 


of loan to the Amin. In spite of this the loan recovery of Rs. 12850 
(principal and interest) reached him. He was arrested for non-payment of 
loan. 

Case X¥ : One dalit took a loan of Rs.6000 for doing trade in garments. But his 
business did not succeed. In spite of this he paid Rs.2(XX) towards 
repayment of loan. He was arrested for non-payment of the balance and 
released after paying Rs.3500 without receipt. Now he has been told that 
he wiU have to pay another Rs.5000. 

Cas© X¥l : Santosh, a Raidas by caste, took a loan of Rs. 12000 for buying leather, but 
could not pay back the loan. He was arrested, detained for 3 days and got 
his release after paying Rs.2200 to the police and depositing Rs.8000 to 
the bank. He has been informed that he wiU have to pay Rs.5000 more. 

Case XVII : Out of Rs.45000 that he got as loan. Ram Lai, a Chamar, used Rs.22500 for 

buying bricks, built piggery, etc. and used the balance to pay back old 
loan. But his business did not work and he failed to pay back loan. He 
was arrested and detained in jail for 14 days, and released after 
depositing Rs. 10000 in the bank. Now he has been informed that he still 
has one lakh rupees to pay. 

Case XVIII : Bhaowati. a Chamar. took Rs. 10000 under the IRDP, but got in hand 
Rs.5(X)0 only, with which he bought from the village two old buffaloes, 
who fell ill. Now the amin was asking Rs.7000 as loan recovery, and 
threatening to arrest him. 
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Case XIX : Kanhaiya, a Chamar, took a loan of Pis. 5000 to start a Kirana Shop. He 
was not given the money, hut got some goods from bania, who was paid 
Rs.5000 from the Bank. But his store did not work and he could not pay. 
He has been arrested a number of times. Each time he got his release, 
after paying the police. He still has Rs.2,500 as pending loan. 

Case XX : Chamela Devi (of District Jaunpur) was persuaded to operate under the 
family planning on the promise that she would have a house under the 
"Weaker Section Housing Scheme." But the operation was unsuccessful, 
she fell ill, and spent money for her treatment. But she did not have the 
promised house. 

Case XXI : Babulal, a Dhanuli, took a loan of Rs.92CX) for raising pigs, but got only 
Rs.4600, out of which the Gram Sewak took away Rs.KXX) as his 
commission. He fail to pay back loan as his business failed. For default, 
he was arrested twice for 14 days each and detained. Meanwhile, at the 
time of detention, his land of 10 biswa was auctioned to his neighbour, 
who is linked to one Kunti Lai, a powerful, ex-government official and 
landowning gentry of his village, who is now in possession of his plot. In 
February 2000, Babulal was forcibly taken to the Police Station and forced 
to sign papers and then released. Wow Kuntilal and his men are 
threatening him to leave his land and not allowing him to buit house on 


his own homestead land. 


I 
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CONCLUDING REMARKS 

(i) The land question - still the most important assets - remains unresolved even 
after five decades of the passing of the U.P. Land Reforms. Almost fifty per cent 
of the landless and poor peasants have not got patta of land promised to them. 
In some cases they have got land that is barren and uncultivable. 

(ii) Often those who have got their land patta have not got the possession of the 
land. They have been denied possession of their land by the original owner of 
land, their powerful neighbours, the village officials, Pradhan (often himself a 
zamindar and village influential). In many cases asami patta distributed is being 
cancelled. In some areas the barren gram-sabha land that has been transferred 
already to the Forest Department has been given to the dalits. These lands are 
now being taken away by the Forest Department. This is happening in districts 
like Sonebhadra. 

(iii) Under the IRDP loans, the SC/ST and the poor have been persuaded by the bank 
managers, gramsewak, etc. to take loans under the scheme. But the malpractices 
are almost universal as our case studies have amply shown: 

(a) Often these poor have not got the entire loans. The intermediaries have 
taken away the balance in the name of commission. They have usually 
taken away the subsidy components of the loan. 

(b) Often these poor have been deprived of the entire loan almost without 
their knowledge. They have come to know of the loan amount when the 
demand for loan recovery has come. 

(c> When they failed to pay the loan, they have been arrested and confined. 
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(d) When the loan amount has reached them (even partially) these poor do 
not have the resources to use them for the productive purposes for which 
they have taken the loan. One crisis or the other struck them and they 
have not been able to pay back the loan. 
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SUMMARY AND POLICY RECOMMENDATION 
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i 




Fight against poverty began in the eighties. In the initial decade this anti- 
poverty drive was through structural changes of the society. From the sixties onwards, 
the focus of anti-poverty programme changed from emphasis on structural changes to 
social group specific programme, which sought to generate income through special 
programme and/or raised the capacities of the weaker section through education, 
improve their health, etc. In course of time these programmes have been changed in 
form, content and number, but the basic focuses have remained unchanged. 

For constraints of time, we have taken only two villages in Malwa block of Hardoi 
district for intensive .study with the help of two questionnaires as also through case 
.studies, interviews, group meetings, etc. 

Social and economic structures of these two villages that have emerged out of 
these are as the following; 

(1) Both the villages are well connected mainly through roads. 

(2) Both the villages are dominated by marginal and poor farmers. The large land- 
holders are few in both the villages. 

(3) Caste-wise the large,st numbers in both the villages are SC/ST. The upper caste 


are few in niunber. 
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(4) Dominant landholders are mostly upper castes. SC/ST and OBC are middling 
landholders. In Kalyanpur a few of them are bigger landholders. Quite a few 
upper caste families in both the villages are poor and marginal farmers. 

(5) Self-cultivation in the major occupation in both the villagers. The OBC and 
SC/STs also work as agricultural labourers and construction workers. 
Interestingly, quite a few of upper caste also work as agricultural labourers and 
construction workers. 

(6) There is significant number of migration from these two villages and these 
include all types of landholders and ail castes. 

(7) The upper caste - both major and minor landholders are educated and keen to 
provide education to their children to the boys and girls. Intending the SC/ST and 
OBCs have shown their keenness for education. They too want to send their 
children, including their girls, to school in spite of many constraints that they 
face. 

1. RATION SHOP 

The villagers are critical about the functioning of the ration shop and also the 

shop owners: 

( 1) Shops are not open regularly or open at the time when most of the villagers have 
no time or no money. 

(2) Only kerosene are sold which is purchased by everybody in the village. Other 
commodities are sold only occasionally and their quality is poor. 

(3) Everybody talked about malpractices in the distribution on APL/BPL cards. 

(4) SC/ST are the major buyers. 
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ll- JAWAHAR RQZGAR YOMNA 

( 1) People talked about various kinds of malpractices in project work, payment, etc. 

(2) People are afraid of giving information as the Jawahar Rozgar Yojana contracts 
are mostly at the hand of village elites who are vengeful. 

(3) The rural poor lack specific information about various types of vvork under this 
scheme. They are dependent on the village elites, including Pradhan, for 
information. 

III. INTEGRATED RURAL DEVELQPNiEMT PROGRAMME 

(1) Like JRY, in this case also the rural poor - the potential beneficiaries - are 
dependent on the village gantries, bankers, etc. for project details. The later 
have material interest to withheld information. 

(2) Everybody complained about large-scale malpractices in the actual operation of 
these projects. Often the apphcants have not received the entire money. 

(3) On the other hand, in many instances, the loans have not been paid back. 

(4) The OBC have benefitted more than others from these schemes. Reason for this 
is that they are more informed and more organized - Castewise perhaps - in 
confronting the officials and rural elites and extracts maximum benefits. 

IV. ON EDUCATION 

(1) Both of these two villages have primary, junior and high school. There are 
private schools also, where relatively resourceful sends their children. 

(2) Almost all the families send their children to the school. At the junior and high 
school level the drop-out level is higher. This is particularly from the families of 
SC/ST, who are economically not well off. At the junior level the drop out rate is 
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not nign. Almost everybody in tne village wants give education to their children 
including girls. For the boys reason of giving education is job; for the 0rls it is 
better marriage prospect. In general the drop out of girls is higher than that of 
boys. 

(3) Most of families said that their children do not get food in the school. 

(4) Distribution of scholarship is also inadequate. 

(5) Villagers are critical about the (government) school teachers. They do not have 
time to discuss matters relating to teaching with them. But the villagers — 
especially the poor SC/ST - do not like the school teachers stay with them. For 
the teachers staying in the village make them do various work and remain under 
the influence of the village powerful. 

(6) Villagers of all castes and categories of landholders are keep to give education to 
girls. Reason is better marriage. But said that the girls also go to work and they 
need be educated for that. 

(7) Villages did not show much enthusiasm for adult education programme and/or 
Aanganwadi programme. The situation on this front is not good in both the 
villages. 

V. HEALTH 

( 1) General source of medical treatment in both the villages is quack or locally called 
Jhola chaap. 

(2) There are primary health centres in both the villages, which have doctors, dai, 
etc. They become action on the occasion of specific government programmes. 
For treatment of maior ailments and for emergencies the villagers remain 
dependent on the private doctors. They pay higher fees to the private doctors. 


115 


Like government doctors, the villagers said the private doctors are always busy, 
do not attend their patient properly, are partial to the rich and powerful, yet for 
the poor villagers, they are only source of treatment in time of ailment and in 
emergency. The private doctors also visit their home at the night and, they said, 
they do not always charge more. Fever is the universal disease of the villages. It 
is largely the effect of filth, dirt and water logged drain, which give birth and 
harbour germ-carrying mosquitoes. 

(3) Kalyanpur has no public toilet. Lacchipur has public toilet. But they are virtually 
unusable. 

(4) Mo notable cottage industry exists in both the villages. For a few that exists, the 
village is the only market. 

In both the villages there was hardly any training programme on to train the 
villagers artisans in their artisanal craft. 

COPICLUSIOMS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATION 

Programmes like Integrated Rural Development Programme, Jawahar Rozgar 
Yojana, etc. have helped in surviving during agricultural slack season and help them rise 
above the poverty leveL Ration shops do help the poor people to get kerosene, an 
invaluable source of light for them. 

But our study limited though they are in coverage, highlights certain important 
weakness: 

( 1) Delivery system is weak and cumbersome. For buying of pumpset in IRDP needs 
co-operation between bank, local dealer and the beneficiaries, which is round 
about and delaying. 
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(2) The aiosence or co-operailon among agencies llKes nanK, dealer, etc. 

(3) Corraptlon, which the beneficiaries, poor and ill inform, unable to cope with. 

(4) The programmes are formulated, perhaps inevitably, at the higher level of 
bureaucracy, politicians and MGOs. The peoples' participation is still limited, 
despite talks to that effect. The Panchayat usually are indifferent, at best, in this 
respect. 

(5) Programmes lack synchronization with the beneficiary's need. When they need 
land for the food production, they were given buffaloes, when they need two 
pairs of bullocks, they were given one bullock, or a sewing machine. 

POLICY RECOMMENDATIOI^ 

At the cost of being repetitive, we would like to point out that the strengthening 
of the Panchayat System is the only way to make this poverty alleviation effective and 
their effect long standing. 

Not just Pradhan but the entire Panchayat should be actively participating in 
identifying the beneficiaries, monitor the delivery system, stand guarantee for the loan, 
etc. and ensure their return. 

The block office should ensure wide circulation of precise ' information about 
different schemes in local language, which reach vender population on regular basis. 
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